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DISCUSSIONS. 

PROFESSOR WATSON ON PROFESSOR FULLERTON'S TRANSLATION OF 

SPINOZA. 

Professor Watson in his brief recension of a new edition of 
Professor Fullerton's Spinoza, in the Review for May, is hardly 
secure enough in his own footing to point out austerely the ' slips ' 
of his author. I do not speak of his philosophical criticisms. It 
is not wonderful that there should be a difference of opinion between 
Mr. Watson and Mr. Fullerton as to the extent to which the Hege- 
lian theory of universals is to be found in Spinoza, or that this 
difference should, in Mr. Watson's hands, take the form of an 
exposure of error. But translations are another matter. Three of 
Mr. Fullerton's his reviewer summarily marks wrong, (i) "The 
author has omitted," he says, "to correct his translation of the proof 
of Prop. I, Part II, the last sentence of which reads : ' Hence 
thought is one of the infinite attributes of God,' etc., instead of : 
' Hence thought is one of the infinite number of attributes,' etc." 
That Spinoza's ambiguous phrase 'infinita Dei attributa,' differently 
rendered by different scholars as it has been, cannot in this place 
safely be translated, ' the infinite number of the attributes of God,' is 
shown by the scholium which immediately follows. In it Spinoza 
argues that since infinity can be conceived purely in terms of the 
thought-attribute, there must exist (by the Cartesian ontology so fun- 
damental in his system) a being infinite in thought ; thought must be 
one of God's ' infinite attributes.' (2) " In the scholium to Prop. VII, 
Part II (p. 80), the sentence : ' For example, a circle existing in 
nature, . . . that is, the same thing,' should surely read : ' For 
example, a circle existing in nature, . . . that is, we shall find the 
same things in every case following upon one another ' (easdetn res 
invicem sequi reperiemus)." Here, too, translations have differed, but 
Mr. Fullerton's, and not Mr. Watson's, agrees with the punctua- 
tion in the standard text of Van Vloten and Land. The singular for 
easdem res is an obvious accommodation to English idiom. (3) " It 
may be added that the words nee ulla alia de causa dixi, which 
begin the next sentence, are hardly adequately rendered by ' I have 
said ' ; its force would be better brought out by such words as : ' And 
the sole reason why I have said.' " For one who charges careless- 
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ness this is the most unfortunate of the corrections. Had Mr. Wat- 
son cast his eye three lines further down in the- same sentence he 
would have seen that the full rendering is almost precisely what he 
suggests, namely : ' I have said . . . just for the reason that,' etc. 

The common duty of keeping critical standards high would hardly 
have warranted my calling attention to these small details, had not 
prominence already been given them in this Review. 

Dickinson S. Miller. 



AN EXPLANATION. 



A reviewer deserves usually to be let alone after he has done his 
work, and the pages of a periodical should not be wasted in personal 
discussion with him, no matter whether he be thought right or wrong 
in his opinion. This is particularly true when the author criticised 
is wholly responsible for the things against which complaint is 
directed. But there is one matter in Dr. Albee's review of my book 
on Ethics which deserves public mention, and for which no blame 
attaches to his criticism, but rather thanks. I allude to the misprints 
which Dr. Albee has been so kind as to mention. I can only say that I 
was aware of these and some twenty others not indicated by my critic, 
and had sent them in to the printers on the plate proofs, but owing 
to a delay of six weeks in the publication they were forgotten by the 
publishers, and I have to accept the responsibility for them. I 
thought at first that I would forewarn my critics, but resolved at last 
'to take my medicine,' and then explain the mistake as I have just 
done. Three or four instances, however, noted by Dr. Albee, 
escaped me, and for these he has my thanks. 

On matters of criticism I shall have nothing to say, as I do not 
think the pages of the Philosophical Review the place to carry on 
a discussion in matters where I think Dr. Albee has both misunder- 
stood and misrepresented my views. I am only glad to see him 
frankly critical, and if I find it useful to correct what I must deem 
errors I shall find some other channel in which to do it. I only wish 
to be set aright before the public, both those who do read and those 
who do not read my book, in regard to matters for which I cannot 
be fairly held responsible. James h HYSL0Pt 

Columbia College. 



